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1 AM fully ſenfible that the following 
e will by a certain party be 
deemed trifling and illiberal:—and that 
perhaps even by moderate and diſpaſſion- 
ate obſervers they will not be received 
with a cordial approbation. The latter 
deſcription of readers I am diſpoſed to 
treat with every poſſible reſpect; and 1 
muſt therefore beg leave to aſſure them, 
—that this little production does not in 
the leaſt degree owe its origin to any 
private animoſity towards Dr. Kipling. 
To the beſt of my recollection I never 
met him in company more than three or 
four times in the courſe of my life; and 
upon thoſe occaſions nothing paſſed be- 
tween us but the cuſtomary civilities of 
ſociety. Had there exiſted any ground 
for an hoſtile diſpoſition, it would have 
̃ prevented me more forcibly than any 
motive whatever, from appearing thus 
openly as the antagoniſt of our Promoter, 
: I underſtand, I truſt, too well what is due 


a bent | 


LW ) 
both . and the public to trouble 
them with the ebullitions of private re- 
ſentment or the petty details of private 
altercations. No poſſible conſideration 
could ever induce me to diſcloſe to the 
world the names of thoſe perſons, from 
whom I have received either injuries or 
inſults. Let the authors of them be buried 
in eternal oblivion. _ 
Neither do I concern myſelf with Dr. 
Kipling as a private individual; but as 
- exerciling, during the abſence of the 
principal, the moſt oſtenſible office among 
us; and as ſupported by the power, 
though, I would hope, not by the na- 
fority of the Univerſity.—In the. firſt. 
point of view he may be utterly inſignifi- 
cant; but in the ſecond his proceedings 
may 'be entitled to our attention, —The 
- fame animadverſions which on a private 
individual would be impertinent and 
illiberal, on a public character may be 
fair and WEN —To the former no 
one, I am confident, x would be more un- 
willing than myſelf to utter a ſyllable, 
which could occaſion the ſmalleſt offence; 
to the latter no one more reſolute in des 
. [ring his ſentiments, when any 718 
LI 


LIC CAUSE may appear to require 
it. 

Neither are chefs ſtrictures to be attri« 
Nip to petulance or forwardne 5. No» 


thing more ſtrongly. excites my indigna- 
tion and contempt than an officious in- 


terference in the concerns of others. I 
have obſerved that it conſtantly 

ceeds— either from a childiſh ignorance 
of the ſmall importance of each indivi- 
dual, or from an inability to fill up lei- 
ſure with a laudable and liberal purſuit, 


Vor from a deſire of acquiring an artifi- 


cial conſequence, which neither abilities 


nor learning, neither birth nor ſtation 
have beſtowed. Studious therefore to 


avoid the leaſt appearance of ſuch a cha- 


racter, I ſeldom engage in any buſineſs, 


Which is not ſtrictly: my OWN. 

But occaſions may occur, in which in- 
reges or neutrality might degenerate 
into à culpable dereliction of principle. 
The regard, Which I have always pro- 
feſſed for literuture and truth; would not 


permit me in an Univerſity to ſit by as 


an idle ſpectator, while an open infak 
was offered to the one, or a reſtraint im- 


en en the other; I confider our 
mann 
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Promoter's late Preface as diſgraceful to 
a literary ſociety; his conſpicuous ex- 
ertions in the late Trial as injurious to 
the progreſs of truth. By the former, 
foreigners will be inſtructed to entertain 
an unfavorable opinion of our Academi- 
cal ſtudies ;—by the latter, our own 
members will perhaps be diſcouraged 
from communicating the reſult of their 
religious enquiries. In repreſſing there- 
fore by every method his unſeaſonable 
activity, our moſt valuable intereſts and 
the ſubſtantial purpoſe of our inſtitution 
are eſſentially eoncerned. 

If knowledge 1s. not dend ſubſere 
vient to the benefit, of mankind, the pur- 
ſuit of it may ſtill indeed be conſidered 
as an elegant amuſement, but it is deſti- 
tute of real dignity. Of the different 
ſpecies of knowledge no one is more in- 
— and important than that which 

. Eontributes to enforce: the belief of a fu- 
ture retribution. The only authentic 
Aiſcovery of a future retribution is con- 
1 tained in the Chriſtian revelation: but 
* een this. revelation we meet 


e, 


1 1 * See Mr. Paley $ Moral 1 Palitca Philoſophy, p. 575 
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with ſerious difficulties, which have per- 
plexed the ingenuity, and diſappginted 
the induſtry, of the moſt acute and inde- 
fatigable 'Theologians, Every attempt 
therefore to elucidate theſe difficulties, 
however it may invalidate certain opini- 
ons, which bigotry has implicitly admit- 
ted, ought ſurely to be encouraged in an 
Academical ſociety; where we may pre- 
ſume that the ſubjects of our inveſtiga» 
tion will be moſt, minutely diſcuſſed by 
the united efforts of the literati. | 
Upon this ground I contend, that a re- 
ſtraint impoſed. in an Univerſity upon the 
Liberty of the Preſs is particularly preju- 
dieial to the intereſts of truth. 7 
Should IJ even ſtand alone, which 1 
truſt I ſhall not, in publicly expreſſing 
my diſapprobation of Dr. Kipling's efforts 
both as an author and a promoter“, I 


. VF 


bn 


Not only do his efforts as an author and a promoter de- 
mand our animadverſion, but his conduct hkewiſe as a Syndic 
of the Preſs. He was lately inftrumental in rejecting the 
Fourth Part of Mr.Wakefield"s Silva Critica ; a production, 
Which for its learning would have done credit to the moſt 
learned age of the Univerſity z —a production purely Philo- 
logical, and unconnected with Theological tenets. But be- 
cauſe the religious ſentiments of the Writer in ſome former 
Publications did not happen to coincide with the Orthodoxy 

of the Doctor, he put in his Veto under the pretence of not 
encouraging 7r-rehgious opinions. Thus would theſe lucubra- 
tions have been loſt to the world, had they not been 3 
8 * . 4 . 2 : : rom 


a) 
ſhall at leaſt be exempt from the diſcre« 
dit, ich they may reflect on the Uni- 
verſity. If we ſuffer our adverſary to 
proceed in his career without oppoſition 
or control, we become anſwerable for 
the ravages, which his incurſions may 
occaſion: and if individuals will not em- 
ploy their weapons, how, in the preſent 
caſe, is his progreſs to be obſtructed ? 
If we are to be tied down to an impli- 
cit acquieſcence in the creed of our an- 


from obſcurity by the munificence of Mr. Tyrwhitt. Inter 
hos laudatifſimas Academicæ dignitatis (ſays Mr. Wakefield,) 
argue pure fidei afſertores nomen profitetur THOMAS KIP- 
LING, Sacræ Theologiæ Profeflor ;] —-LERETICORUM 
MALLEUS ;-———Bur it may not be amiſs to obſerve, that 
our Promoter, like other 1 here takes for granted 
the very point in queſtion, Why does he call Mr. Wakefield's 


0 ene ? Not furely becauſe they are different 
rom his own : Should he anſwer, becauſe they are not agree-_ 
able to the Scriptures; I rejaip, that the Scriptures are capa- 
ble of different mterpretations; by what criterion then are we 
to determine which is the true one ? Should he fay, by. the 
eſtabliſhed rules of criticifm ; Laſk, where then are his ereden- 
tials, which may induce us to believe that he himſelf is in pol- 
ſeſſion of theſe rules, and better {killed in the application of 
them than Mr. Wakefield? Should he produce his Preface to 
Beza, I muſt. beg leave to inform him that this very Preface 
will decide the cauſe againſt him Would every one, who 
is inclined to perſecute, interrogate himſelf in the above man- 
ner, before he proceeds to action, he would probably be in- 
duced to deſiſt. Every perſecutor, who acts conſiſtently, muſt 


believe himſelf to be infallible: (ſee. Taylor's Farther 
Thoughts on the Grand Apoſtacy, p. 41.) perſecution is there - 


fore grounded on a moſt impious, arrogant, and abſurd preten- 


ion. I conſider Dr. Kipling's rejection of the Silva Critice 


as a degree of perſecutionz, comprehending under that word 
not only the infliction of penalties, but the withholding of ad- 
_ * vantages, on account of religious opinions. HO 


8 


(mi) 
ceſtors, let our chains at leaſt be for; ged 
by the hands of an artiſt, whoſe abilities | 
= {kill are univerſally acknowledged: 
—let ſome productions of his genius 
exiſt, to which we may appeal as a ratifi- 
cation of the public voice :—let our 
leader be a man, to whoſe judgment we 
may yield without a moral aſſurance of 
being betrayed into error:—let the ſur- 
render .of our underſtanding be in ſome 
meaſure ſanctioned by the ſplendor of 
his name. But who with the ſpirit of 
a man or the learning of a ſcholar can 
ſubmit to Dr. Kipling as a Thesen 
Dictator? | 
When good advice has been once of 
fered and rejected, we are not much in- 
clined to beſtow a repetition of our fa- 
vors. I will however take the trou- 
ble of reminding the Promoter, — that 
though our auditory nerves for the 
ſpace of ſix long years have been grated 
by his harſh and diſſonant notes in dey 
fence of Orthodoxy, yet that his zealous 
exertions have not hitherto been reward» 
ed with the ſmalleſt preferment :—that 
y: his aukward management of the late 
Trial he HA expoſed himſelf to general 


CCD | ridicule: : 


( viti ) 


ridicule: —that if his meritorious efforts 


ſhould at length be ſucceſsful, he may en- 
joy at his leiſure the exquiſite ſatisfaction 
of baniſhing a man of worth, of talents, 
and of erudition:— that he 8 contri- 
buted to ſow the ſeeds of diſſenſion and 
diſtruſt, which the lapſe of many years 
will not be able to extirpate. Let me 

therefore ' moſt earneſtly adviſe him. 
not to {port with his reputation or tran= 
quillity in future, without having firſt 
ſtipulated for an adequate reward: to 
enter into a rigid eſtimate of his own 
abilities, and to determine with impar- 
tiality, whether he is qualified to aſſume 
the dignity of a public character, and 
to enchain the attention of his audience 
by perſuaſive eloquence or cogent argu- 
mentation: to remember that ſome 
men of ſenſe and integrity will be 
always left among us, Who will jealouſſy 
watch, and reſolutely oppoſe, any ſimi- 
jar proceedings and that though our 
diſcontent at his exerciſing the office W 
Deputy Profeſſor has as yet only been 
expreſſed by ſecret murmurs, it may at 
length break forth into a cane too | 
pry to 42 8 ee 
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ſem accuratiine pervolutayerat,———. 

How comes our Promoter to be ſo . 
of this? That Dr. Bentley had ſufficiently in- 


ſpected the Cambridge manuſcript to form an 


adequate judgment of its antiquity and value, 
is highly probable: but that he had given it a 
very accurate peruſal at the time, when he wrote 
his celebrated epiſtle to Dr. Mill, is more than 
can eaſily be proved.—T have been told that 
an account in manuſcript of the earlier part 
of Dr. Bentley's life is preſerved in his family; 
the only record, which could be at all likely 


to verify our Promoter s aſſertion. If he has 


by any means procured this literary curioſity, 


he would confer a greater obligation on the 


world by making it public, (provided he would 
er his ſervant to correct the preſs,) than 
by writing any future prolegomenat But 1 


B 3 n | 
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humbly. beg his pardon. - I had entirely for- 
gotten that he enjoyed a ſource of informa- 
tion, which is not acceſſible to vulgar mortals: | 


he has perhaps been favoured by Afma Mater 
with another VISION *, in Which ſhe has re- 


vealed to him the private ſtudies of this her 
illuſtrious Tn, 


ft, 
* 


II. 


3 


Atque hæc quidem ralia exemplaria,” 
(viz. Alexandrinum, Cantabrigienſe, et t Oxo- 
nienſe Actuum Apoſtolicorum)— 

Here it is undeniable that onr Promoter re- 
prefints! hec quidem talia exemplaria as re- 
ME! en to THREE ene but let 


'* When Pines William of Heer was admitted to his 
honorary degree, Dr. Kipling entertained his royal hearers 
with a learned diſſertation on 1 John, 5. 7. but thinking it ne- 
ceſſary to regale the Duke's ears with a few well-turned com- 
pliments, the fertile fancy of the Promoter was not deſtitute of 
an expedient to ſoften the abrupt tranſition from the thorns of 
Theology to the adulation of a court. Having finiſhed, Th 
ſays he, “ theſe lucubrations, I went to bed: (cubitum ibam:) 
„hen, do, who ſhould appear but Alma mater: at firſt I was 
4 berriked, „imagining that the was come to chide me for waſting 
4 f bed of my precious time upon a critical diſquiſition, 

« which ought to have been employed in defending the mo- 
7 mentous, articles of faith: but I was ſoon relieved from my 
4 anxiety: Take courage, ſays ſhe; for to morro you will 

«behold in the ſenatehouſe a moſt auguſt appearance: and 
then our. mather revealed cocoon e = 1 ee of Fthefuc- 

Er dw 


(3) 
ns attend to Dr. Bentley's own words : Sed 
nuſquam alibi tam frequens earum vocalium 
inter ſe permutatio eſt, quam in 2 codd. MSS. 
longe antiquiſſimis, Alexandrino uno in biblio- 
theca, regia, qui integra exhibet biblia et epiſ- 
tolas S. Clementis ad Corinthios: Cantabrigi- 
enſi autem alters, mutilo quidem et decur- 
tato; quippe qui Acta duntaxat habeat et 
Evangeliſtas ; verum idem e regione oftentat 
interpretationem veterem Latinam ad verbum 
de Græco expreſſam, digniſſimam ſane quæ ex 
oblivione atque tenebris tandem aliquando in 
lucem edatur. Servantur etiam Oxonii Acta 
Apoſtolorum, vetuſtate quidem pari, ſed ver- 
ſione multum diverſa; er in Gallia denigue 
Epiſtole F. Pauli, qui codex et antiquitate et 
Latina werſio one atque adeo ſeripturæ et woluminigs 
forma Cantabrigienſi woſtro „. millimus eſt et ger- 
_ maniſſimus. Atque HAC quidem TALIA 5 8 
EMPLARIA, etc When Dr. Bentley ſpeaks 
| for himſelf, it is evident that hæc quidem ta- 
8 "lis! exemplaria relate to FOUR manuſcripts; 
namely, the Alexandrine, the Cambridge, the 
Oxford, and the Clermont. Dr. Kipling re- 
preſents Bentley as affirming, t that the three 
former are very far ſuperior to all others in 
the world both in value and in age: : No, 
"would Bentley ſay, I aflert that the Clermont 
is equal TOBIN: in both theſe reſpects. Hut 
ot B 2 the 


(4) 
the. worde are nee Foc fn wks there's an 
PMA... 
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rg Way next tion e i 
niſhes us with an inſtance of an IN SER TION, | 
* Ceterum,“ ait ille, eum ſit omnibus indi- 
clis vetuſtatis inſignicus hic codex,—in Weſ⸗ 
tein imfeff It 1s infignis——Huic homini, to 
uſe the language of Mr. Toup *, *, Bezæ codicem 
ec da comittas, fi quid recte curatum velis ? 
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5 Henph rats, * Oxonienk itto, qui 
| Laudi olim fuit, vetuſtior Ul habendus, N 
dem non video. „ 
75 A Kip plingiſm. Cicero would probably =_ : 
choſen Ii. muſt refer our Promoter, which 
* mall have occafion to do more than once, to 
Walker 8 Particles, p. 412. or to Turſelinus 
de Particulis, Cap. 40. p. 2 5. where he will find 
Inſtances o of ihe f proper regimen, of this particle 
Fa fimilar caſes. So, in the foregoing page of 
the Dottor? 8 preface, Qualis fait Bentleii ſen- 
| tentia pe ſatis declaravit, ought to have 
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been aerii.— In the fifth page, Quamyis igitur 
quo anno, quove etiam ſæculo deſcriptus fur, 


———colligere poſſimus, ought to have -beem 


fuerit.Proximo quæramus loco, quæ 
ſcripſerunt eruditi, ſhould have been ſeripſerint. 


We ſhall not now therefore with the Vice- 
chancellor ſuppoſe only for a moment that the 


Doctor cannot Write Latin, but we uſhall be 
firmly perſuaded of it, as long as we live: the 
imputation will ſtick to him like Hercules 
“ ſhirt, and will laſt Wee ke: e te his 
« n * fe 
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ee Adem ille, qui tot intexuit ede | 


van: clauſulam ag dictam Liens _— 
omifiſſet 2 | 


To this: 1 ere 2 eee ths Par ar 


the Codex. Bezz uſed ſeveral Greek manu- 
f ſeripts, from which he ice n n 


denden « Remarks on Fres 1 er 1232. : by 1 


+ How are we to reconcile this with what the Doctor ſayy 


in the ſixth page ?=cnjus autem ſententiæ haud paryam me 


judice fidem adjungunt ea, quz ſupra memoravimus, codiceny 


Cantabrigienſem, paucis poſtquam exſeriptus eſt annis, in et · 


cleſia aliqua Chriſtiana vicem ſuppleviſſe Evangeliſtarii, ab 
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Es Epiſcopiſque porro olim diligenter eautum eſſe, ne 8 atul- 
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(6) 
which appeared to him to be the beſt “; or 
that the Codex Bezæ is a tranſeript Non 4 
more ancient manuſcript f. Upon the firſt 
ſuppoſition, the writer would naturally omit 
the doxology, provided the authority for it did. 
not appear to him fo ancient or reſpectable as 
that for the other inſertions: this would be 
a Tufficient reaſon; why he ſhould have rejected 
the former, and retained the latter Upon 
the ſecond ſuppoſition, it is immediately evi. 
dent that the Doctor's argument can be no 
proof at all of the age of the Codex Bezæ. 
That the latter ſuppoſition may poſſibly be 
true, the Doctor himſelf in his ſixth page 
allows; and by that conceſſion virtually de- 
ſtroys the foree of his preſent reaſoning. De 
marratiunculis vero, five additamentis, modo 
memoratis, operæ pretium duco addere, quod 
magno ſunt argumento, { non codicem ipſum 
Cantabrigienſem, at certe archetypum Gus, 
prius extitiſſe, quam Divus Hieronymus, a cu- 
jus verſione abſunt, Novi Teſtamenti textum 
caſtigavit. To the fame purpoſe Bengelius, 
enden the dare lenn anten: Tale oy” 


£1 SLES S fied 
* See Marſh . i: to Alickpelis; v. U. n am FN 
e that another ſuppoſition might be made; (See Milys 
Prolegomena, 4 1274.) but as the Doctor's own. language wHl 
not ſuffer him to have _ to it, I ſhall not ſtate it. 7 4 


Y 
1 See Marſh, p. 687. a Apperat. Crit. p. 104. 


QC 23 


taſſe exemplar fuit, ex quo Græca in bilinguem 
Cant. tranſumpta ſunt, clauſula utrinque caren- 
tem. Upon either ſuppoſition therefore ue 
TION s argument is inconcluſive. 

r. Marſh, examining the antiquity of the 
| jo is manuſcript, very juſtly remarks*z 
« If we argue from the internal evidence of 


40 


| the text, and conclude from the antiquity 
« of its readings, that is, from the circum- 
« ſtance that the Codex Bezz is free from 
_ many ſpurious additions and alterations, 
that were introduced into the more modern 
Greek manuſeripts, (though it has others 


i of a different kind not found in modern 


is, not that the manuſcript itſelf i is ancient; but 
only that it. has a very ancient text, a mat- 
* ter, which is of much greater importance 


&« than the Wee of the vellum and of the 
| bo ink,” | 


— 


A 2 
þ 


— —tacent e cæteri omnes, quo- 


| rum opera. in noſtras devenerunt manus, qua- 


tuor primorum Xre Chriſtiane ſæculorum 
ſeriptores. | 


How comes our 3 to be ſo confident 


of this? For Chryſoſtom was certainly a writer 


of the fourth Leturx; FA he has both men- 


* 
3 * 
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; manuſcripts,) the inference to be deduced - 


686 
tioned and commented upon the doxology ; 
and in the opinion of Montfaucon, between the 
years 390 & 398. In poſtremos autem illius preſ- 
byteratus annos harumee Homiliarum tempus 
eonjicere poſſumus, quantum auguror conjec- 
eee e eee, anno 390 hag aol ppg the 


* ſtill ty: copying Beza : for Beza t both 
aſſerts that the doxology is not explained 'by 
Chryſoftom :——quz tamen in vetuſtiſſimis ali- 
quibus cod: Græcis defit, et a Cypt. Auguſt. et 
Chr yfoftomo non explicetur, etiam ubi ex pro- 
feſſo totam hanc precationem intepretantur. 
The Doctor here therefore does not afpire to 
the diſtinction of Chief Blunderer, which Bent- 
ley has beſtowed upon Collins ); he Is modeftly | 
contented with'the title 'of Depury Blunderer 
but the Univerſity are fo unanimouſly of opi- 
. nion, thoſe only excepted who are utterly loſt 

to all ſenſe of merit, that he has an indiſputa- 

die claim to the former appellation, that th 
Will probably thruſt him, whether he will or 
a ante aan, enviable Htuarion. - For thi ul 
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ce 


Tom. VII. Nad 234. Edit. Mentfaut. 


reer Prefat. ad Tom. vn. Ses eee Hall's 


en 6 ag 
Ip. 23% . RT, or Rs.” 
Sa | : 1 purpoſe 
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purpoſe the following grace will i in the: WW 


term be propoſed to the ſenate 
Cum vir Reverendus THOMAS k IPL ING 


in doctiſſimis ſuis paginibus rara ſpecimina 


lingua antehac inauditæ ediderit, uſitatiſque 
artis Logicæ proculcatis regulis, novam rati- 


rit, cumque divinum illud ingenium tales er- 


rores procuderit, quales ullo alii in mentem ne 
per ſomnium quidem unquam venire potuiſ- 
ſent, tamque yarivs, ut de iis diſſerere omitto: 
placeat vobis ut pro tantis meritis n. 
tulo cohoneſte tur.... 5 

But Iwill turn he Dotor's 8 nene eee 


himſelf and prove upon his own principle that 


he has been guilty of a great omiſſion in not rank- 


as old as the Cambridge. Our Promoter af 


firms that the Codex Stephani c is not one and 
the ſame with the Codex Bezz:— The Codex a 
omits the doxology:— The Codex © contains 


ſeveral remarkable additions to the common 


found only in the text of the Codex Bezzt 


ö e et inſeruntur ſubinde ſat multa, que nul- 


| tus alius Ms pſy Num vero idem 
1 e +» 


1 e Protein, p. 79 Ed. Semler. See Marſh, p. 688. 
= wo] ſee not by what means the Doctor can eſcape the force of 
this argument unleſs by ſuppoſing with Semler that the Co- 
der © s is a . from the Codex Bezæ. But even this ſup- 
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610) 
| Ule, qui tot intexuit adulterina, elauſulam 
modo dictam ſciens volens omiſiſſet There- 


fore the Codex © is as ee as the Cambridge 
manuſeripft :! %CP hit , =; 


But the Doctor has been e of another 


great omiſſion, in not proving, what his argu- 


ment evidently ſuppoſes, that the doxology is 


, ſpurious. I do not mean to give any opinion 


upon the ſubject myſelf: I ſhall only quote two 
Writers, who may perhaps induce our Pro- 
moter to ſuſpect that the matter is not ſo cer- 
tain as he had imagined. Profeſſor White, 
whom he calls doctiſſimus ſcriptor limatiſſimuſ. 


1e, ſpeaking of the doxology, obſerves:— 
Si modo additio ſit ulla: quod fortaſſe pe 


inde in precibus Apoſtolicis ex præſeripto Do- 


mini fuiſſe uſurpatam, indidemque ad Litur- 


gias Græcas profluxiſſe. (Præfat. ad Verſ. Syr, 
men. _ Ju if you's allow that the dox- 


" $1G 011 {15% * 


eee will not e 3 for "ha 3 n us an aceount 


of certain tranſcripts from Beza's MS. for this expreſs puP= 
poſe, ne futuri forte critici ad parentem ſimul prolemque quaſi 
ad tot teſtes provocent omnino diverſos. Now the Doctor 
muſt know that former critics have cited the Codex & and the 


Codex Bezz as two diſtinct witneſſes: if therefore he embraces 


Semler's hypotheſis, he has ſtill been guilty of a great omiſſion 


in not ſtating and ſupporting it, that future critics gy 6 not fall | 


into the error of ſome of their pr edecelſors. 


1 : 
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Hon on x 5 5 
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8 
rat dixiſſe; Vir in primis doctus, fi meminiſſet 
hane Doxologiam e Kaddiſh Judaica ſumptam, 


3 
* 2 KL 


| ho oa 


TE 


% logy is ſpurious,” ſays Mr. Porſon, y 


<< reject a reading, that — s found in all the 
Greek MSS. except eight; in two of the old- 


« eſt Latin copies; in ſome MSS. of the Arabic 


and Perſic; in the Syriac, the Armenian, the 
" Gothic, and the /Ethiopic.” ee wi to Mr. 
158.) iind n ; 

Du 1 hade not yet completed my enumera. 
adi ef omiſſions,” The Doctor tells us in his 
ſixth page: Et crediderim ſane Græca libri 
nöſtri, ſi modo ad unam ullam mutata fuer int 


ts 050: 58 {+ 831 


verſionem, ad libros porius Syrtacos fuilfe mu- 


tata. The Doctor ther here admi its that 
the Tac: verſion is older than es we un 


geri ipt. ns But the Syrlac verſion contains the dogs | 


blog) What then can our Promoter fay ? that 


the'yerſion'is here interpolated? This mtiſt nat 
'ofly be ſald, but ſlie wii tö be probable, if he 


wilhes t maintain is argun ent. But what- 
ever he may ub urge in his defence; he has 
been guilty of a great omit¹ in not advancing 


* before. I muſt not forget to mention, that 


Travis affirms that the Syriac verſiom is fubſe- 
| quent to tlie age of Chryſoſtom, kecuuſe it con- 


3 


Sos. 


tains the doxology. 80 J ſhall leave theſe two 
ſtanch polemies, as Boyle did Bentley and Wot- 


Joe, to the pleaſure of their mutual civilitieb. 
What does the Doctor mean by libro Syria- 


| PE Was the Cambridge manuſcript then al- 
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tered from the Philoxenian verſion, which was 
not made eh, „ eee % ee 
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| "16 es ideo je 96.7 quia ia ſoctiones quæ vo- 
cantur Ammonianæ, ſolæ per ſe in hoc noſtro 
. ade ern, cum  Euſebii, i ene 
Our Promoter 1 to a, ſecurs that 1 ce 
it naturally follows, that the Codex Bezz is 
older than the Codex Alexandrinus; but he is 


FAR: hain. his coneluſion. Dr. Mill in his 


| ee n: : Codices quidem. vidimus, * . mar- 


m adpicti erant numeri iſti ſeorſim,. et ab- 
we Canonis Euſebiani comitatu; per vetuſtum 
Bezz Cantabrigienſem, ad cujus oram extant, 
manu diverſa; et alterum quendam guad in- 
gentorum circiter aunorum. . I have ſeen two 


EIS 1 


+, manuſcripts,” ſays Mr, Marſht, in the 


23 * Univerſity, Library at Cambridge, —a MS, 
< in Trinity College Library Hand the Cod. 
„ 40 Gonvilli et Caii, all written in the common 
mall Greek character, and at leaſt ſſ. hun- 
* dred. years after the time of Euſebius, in 
© 1 Webel _ ee f A aher 


r i T 3; 44 3 #1 * 
Te LISLE WIRE * 666, * i 62 „„ 
$ F p. 5, 6. 
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{ us } 


in the margin, without any reference to the 
„ canons of Euſebius. Their abſence there- 
1. fore from the Codex Bezæ affords no ere 
2, MN proof of 1 its antiquity. Cs ra 


1 a incredibile igitur vixiſſe illum, git 
\mmonianas ſectiones in codice noſtro nota- 
verit, vel feculo exeunte kertio, vel ineunte 
quarto. ba SHO e e a as 


As this third" Re is to be CHUA 
as deduced from the ſecond, which has been 
juſt now ſhewn to be deſtitute of validity, it of 


courſe falls to the ground,—Thus do the Doc- 
tor's three arguments for the antiquity of his 
manuſcript | turn out to be as viſt bar) a as his 
interview with Alma Mater. e eee 

In the following quotation from Min there 
bp a fel: print, . for ipſam. FT RR 


Fee aut prorſus Sd Baker Alpha 
8 Gothicum, aut „ exemplar nun- 


__ inſpexerat. .. ͤ 8 
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The ſecond part of he alternative. can _s 


G _—_ conſidered. as ſerving to fill up the ſen- 


tence ;, like the—qui codicem. Cantabrigienſem 
accuratiſſime pervolutaverat applied to Bent- 
ley: for if there is any meaning in Mr. Baker's 
language, he had certainly inſpected the manu- 
ſeript with ſome degree of attention; as will 
ſufficiently appear from the followin g paſſages: 
will not trace him thro! his miſtakes; I will 
0 00K Note one other, which, an Engliſhman 

55. has. better opportunities of examining than 
6 other men have.” —* Any one that has ob- 


e ſerved that manuſcript, knows, that the Latin 


6 7e anſwers the Greek ſo exactly, that there 

are very few various readings.— —. There i is 

Serve, pretty probable way of trying ic, (the 

10 eie verſion,) by comparing the citations 
in the N ew Teſtament with the fame texts, 

«as they ſtand in the ancient Vulgar in the 
Old, Thie 41 have: done i in the Pſalms, and am 


4 far from meeting with any exact agreeme! nt.” 


all which miſtakes⸗ are to be met with in two 5 
* chapters, and more which 1 forbear to mention, 
% as I do to:tranſlate-thaſe I have mentioned, 
t& becauſe I would not uncover the nakedneſs 

{+ of this verſion.” “ with other Gothiſms, 
* that might be obſerved, did I deſign this 1 
* any more than a hint or ſpecimen “.“ 
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Nonne potius ex tanta ſequitur cum tot teſ- 


1 * - * 4 1 
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tibus probatiſſimis congruentia, codicis Bezat 
Græca ad Evangeliſtarum eee OY - 
FRG aceed ere? | 
Dr. Kipling to confirm his opinion that che 
el of Beza's 'manuſcript approaches very 


nearly to the autographs of the Evangeliſts, 


among other witneſſes cites Dr. Mill. — But 
before I produce the paſſage, I muſt notice a 


beauty, which frequently occurs in our Pro- 


moter's Latinity: Quanti Bentleius fecit codi- 
cis noſtri textum, ſupra jam oſtendimus, for 


Feecerit. The words quoted from Dr. Mill by 


the Promoter are theſe: Verum utcunque mire 
interpolata ſint Bezæ codicis Græca, cum tam- 


en in multis retineant puritatem primævorum, 


exiguam exhibent genuinarum lectionum, a 


receptis hodiernis diſerepantium. It is evi- 
dent that this paſſage, as it here ſtands alone, 


is far from being favorable to our Promoter's 


| purpoſe: for how a text can be exceedingly in- 
ter polated, and yet approach very near to the 


autographs of the Evangeliſts, I muſt leave his 
ſagacity to diſcoyer. But when we examine 


| the context, we find ae Dr. Mill's ee | 


616 ) 
makes directly againſt him. Hujus certs, fo 
Dr. Mill, de quo jam agimus, Græca quod at- 
tinet, vix dici poteſt, quam ſupra omnem mo- 
dum in iis digerendis licenter ſe geſſerit, ac 
plane laſcivierit Interpolator, quiſquis ille. In 
animo ipſi fuiſſe prima fronte credideris, NON 
quidem textum ipſum exhibere, quem ediderantipſi 
Evangeliſte, ſed obſervato duntaxat S. Textus 
ordine et hiſtoria, ſingula Evangelia abſoluti- 
ora ac pleniora reddere. Imo vero certum il- 
lud unum, Digeſtorem hujus textus in hiſce 
libris Evangellorum et Actuum graſſatum fu- 
iſle pro arbitrio ; addidiſſe, ſuſtuliſſe, mutaſſe, 
plane uti ferebat animus; multoque, ut verbo 
dicam, labore illud egiſſe, ut textus apforum 
eee, magna ſui parte, ia alium 
guendam tranſſormatus incederet. Thus we ſee, 
that the witneſs cited by our Promoter to 
prove, that the Greet of Beza's manuſcript ap- 
he: very nearly tothe autographs of the Evan» 
geliſto, turning out refractory depoſes the con- 
trary; namely, that it appears to have been 
the intention of the author of this text VOT 
70. exhibit the text, which the Evangeliſts them- 
ſelves publiſhed; and, that the text of the 
Evangeliſts themſelves, in a great part of i ” 8 
arenen into a fliſferent one. 7 
Neque n ow nen * I. 7 Wer: 
; Genius - 1 UF 
8 e ws 7 + Prjegm, b. | | The 


C7 3 
The Doctor here informs us that Wetſtein 
was of the fame opinion with Mill: which in- 
formation is indeed true enough; but contains 
perhaps a truth not very agreeable to our Pro- 
moter: for Wetſtein to the firſt part ef my 
quotation from Mill fabjoins the following re- 


mark : quibus Millii prot. 1274. verbis, QUA 
NOS TRA FECIMUS, addimus et omiſſiones 


quamplurimas et mutationes occurrere, præ- 
cipue ubi authenticam lectionem repugnare 
exiſtimabat vel hiſtoriæ veritati, vel gloriæ 
dum judicii Conſarcinator.— He again ſpeales of 
the manuſeript in terms. equally unfavorable: 


uod ſi porro Criticorum audacia, qui iudoctum 


| Gracum Latini-beminis nobis ro ſin 

Horum textu vendita 

minus mla e videtur alter ille error, quo 
unici F —— eee unicam oodigis 
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: Prolegem. p. 87, 93. Ed. SemlerermScr Whiſton” . 3 


| 
Hiſtory, Va. V. p. 307. 308. where Mr. Whiſton himſelf afferts - 


that Br. Mill's acconnts of this « copy are prodigivuſſy partial, 
weak, and injudicious and that Dr. Mill's very hard (cen- 
ſures of chis manuſeript are t00 r4/2ly agreed to by, Wetſtein. 


And yet Whiſton is ſaid by our Promoter to have Tg : 


[0 e 42 of the manuſcript as as Werſtein and — 
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5 For=The firſt inſtance i3 tranſlated in the Co- 


the Greet of Beza's manuſcript approaches very 


| Abe to the autographs of the Evangeliſts. - 


— abs re, non erit addere, quid de an 
<jus generis cenſuit exemplaribus i 
The Doctor's old error, for e eee 


3 ſecond quotation from Grieſbach there is was 
50 ee enn Rae banteaiess. : Mich 
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— primum; quod multo crebrius occurrit 


et in verſione iſta veneranda et in exempla- 
xi Bezzz Msto v. 


cula , quam in ullo alio, 
quod legerim, volumine; ſecundo; quod eaden 
hzc conjunctio in binis illis voluminibus ſingu- 
lari quodam, ſimul et in utriſque conſimili, 
modo ſæpenumero adhibetur. Bit e e en 
The three inſtances produced by the Doctor. 
from his manufcript in confirmation of the for. 
mer poſition are nothing to the main purpoſe 


* 
8 Anz et run. The ſlecad | 
inſtance 1 is tranſlated in Cod. Vercell, and Ve- 
ron. et manducemus, er æpulemur. The third 
inſtance is tranſlated in Cod. Vercell, Veron. 
and Brixian, et -abiit,. et abſcondit ſe. And 


AT . * Blanchinus 


1 


| 7 
Blanchinus (ad Matt. 2.8.) remarks in general: 
Ita paſim Latine ſolet reddere Antiquus In- 
terpres, cum Græcus textus orationem nectit 
aoriſtis. For any thing therefore which the 
frequent uſe of the particle * in Beza's MS. 
proves to the contrary, the Greek of it may 
have been corrupted from the Latin“. 
With reſpect to our Promoter's latter poſi- 
tion concerning the peculiar uſe of the particle 
x44, J will aſk him what he ſays to the following 
paſſage of St. Matthew, 28. 9. a. Is eropcuorro are 
Yuacs- roy paired abr, KAI ts o Thos; anirrnoe ater} Nr, 
Neger Here ==« is redundant in the very ſame 
manner, (for et e conſtitutes a dependent 
clauſe as much as a participle, as in the Doc- 
tor's examples. (See Grotius and Wakefield 
ad loc.) Conf. Luc. 2. 21. Act. 10. 17. Ho- 
gev. Doctrin. Partic. p. 535. 553. Should the 
Doctor call in queſtion the authenticity of the 
readings in theſe places of the New Teſtament, 
that will not at all affect the purpoſe, for which 
they are brought: whether genuine or not, 
Wann readings of the common copies: and 
therefore prove that this uſe of the particle 
| deere n reste 4 Za's 
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The Doctor's inſtanee from Exodus is not in 
| 1 for the e could not there be omitted 
without /porling the ſenſe. The whole verſe 
ſands thus: = monte rarrit ol Apr ria, orr eye tes Kugiog 
dere wy em xngd fas Br. A. rren KAI fate vs vias Togank mire 
aver. Aud the Egyprians ſhall know that Tam the 
Lord, WHEN. I. ftreich: forth mine hand upon 
Egypt, AND. bring out the children : of n 
from among them. The aww evidently. depends 
upon er, e ah Kugrocy — our Promoter, by 
playing his favorite g: woul 
make us believe that — betta N 
But ſhould we allow that the frequent and 
peculiar uſe of this mighty particle indiſputa- 
-bly proves that the een of our manuſeript 
Has not been corrupted from the Latin, and 
That it is to be held in eſtimat on, ar far 4. 
this word ic concerned; by what Logic are-we 
hence to infer its general purity! and excel - 
n Some of the Doctor's witneſſes have 


. hat I concluded, when he came e fir 
bimſelf, he would amply ſupply their defi- 
ciency, and edify —— ſolid: argu· 
mentation. But when we find that We are 
Put off with a trifling. remark on the Par icle 
: 4, and that this is the only illuſtration Which 
he affords us of the value of his manuſcript, 5 
JJ 8 M 


5 
I muſt venture to think that he had better 
have here adopted his late maxim of having 
nothing to ſay upon any thing, but fame the 
whole ro the judgment of the court. 
We muſt obſerye that in this half page of 
fac - ſimile there are no leſs than three errors: 
| MEIN for 1944n=(VAY Yer Or UG YYEALOv go F i; Vis for 
No the Doctor cannot reaſonably, object 
15 * tried by the rule, which he has himſelf 
adopted to diſcover the number of Wetſtein's 
blunders in noting the various readings of the 
Codex Bezz, Let us ſee then: Three blun- 
ders in half a page will give ſix in a page: In 
the whole fac · li mile there are 828 pages; which 


will give 4968 errors. This ſym may perhaps 


appear very extravagant: but we muſt remem- 


ber that the Doctor is fond of having enonghand 
70 ſpare: for in the opinion of the Vicechancellor 


be brought much ſuperfluous evidence to prove 
that Mr. Frend was the author of the pamph- 
let: coin the preſent caſe, if according to 
Doctor's calculation Beza s manuſeript contains 
431 f verſes, 4968 errors will give one to each 
verſe, and 657 to ſpare.—But the Promoter, 


fuffocated and overwhelmed, will perhaps as a 


ft refuge cry out, that he has inſerted a ſaving” 
[clanfeinfevon of Weaſivin: "Nik rern r gan. 


0 ciderim_ cæteris weadederem.—-True, { OY 


of t 


NVC 


This exception may certainly be applied in 
favor of Wetſtein: there was no particular 
reaſon why Wetſtein ſhould have been more 
attentive in theſe two chapters than in any 
other; he may perhaps have been leſs ſo: 
but there were two very ſtrong reaſons why 
You, Sir, ſhould have been particularly atten- 
tive in your Preface: (1) becauſe You muſt 
have been ſenſible that it is the only part of 
the work, which would be read by the majority 
of your readers; who will therefore from this 
part of it receive a favorable or unfavorable 
impreſſion of the execution of the whole: and 
(2) becauſe even to Critics, who mean to con- 
ſult the fac ſimile, and have not an opportunity 
of comparing it with the original, your accu- 
racy or inaccuracy in the Preface muſt be a 
pledge of your Wweurucy or inaccuracy in the 
body of the Work. Charity itſelf therefore, 
which will not allow us to ſuppoſe you devoid 
- of the reſpect due to ybur readers, ſuffers us 
not to apply Wan eee your e arg in fa- 
vor: 05 eee, ay 24 „„ 
FF ! 
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Our Promoter here. profeſſes to enquire, 


whether the Latin of Beza's manuſcript exiſt- 
ed before the time of Jerom. And what is 
the whole of the enquiry? Verſionem latinam 
noſtram ante Hieronymi extitiſſe emendati- 
onem, nemo unquam, quod ſciam, præter Ba- 
kerum degavit. What then? - Why then 
(this new Logic is deſperately unpalatable, but 
we muſt gulp and ſwallow,) it did exiſt before 


Jerom's correction. And ſo ends the enquiry. 


But cautious readers may perhaps be dif- 
poſed to aſk, —Is Dr. Kipling's reading o very 
extenſive, that he is acquainted with every 
author, who has mentioned his verſion? Be- 


Baker has denied his poſition, does it therefore 


follow that no one elſe has denied it? Or ſhould 
4 it, is | 


it be allowed that no one elſe has deni 
it a neceſſary conſequence that the poſition is 


true? We think that as the Doctor profeſſed 


to enquire; into the ſubject, he ſhould have ſup- 
ported his opinion by probable arguments. 


But what will our Promoter ſay to the fol- 
lowing paſſage of Pfaſſius“? Vulgata autem 
vetuſque illa verſio, quæ in Codice hoc Bezar 


enxſtat, itidem ſatis corrupta atque interpolata 


. N EC aſcendit ad eee veteris illi- 


„ n 
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us, gue ante Hierouymi tempora, imo ſecnlis 
ante Nicænis enſtitit. Vehementer enim diſ- 
crepat ab iis dictorum S. Codicis allegationibus, 
quæ apud Tertullianum, Cyprianum, alioſque 
veteres reperiuntur. This very reaſon is af. 
ſigned by Mr. Baker “ The ſame obſerva- 
tion will Hold in the old eee e 
„as far as the Vulgar can be trend there. 
FEE But I will prove pon the Doctor's 
| cipl that his enquiry is by no means ſatisfac 
tory, and that it ought to have been effectu- 
ally pred, The Doctor maintains that . 
Latin verſion is derived from uô other ſource 
than from the Greek text of his on manu. 
feript: Now fhould it appear diſputable, (as 
it cert inly is,) whether the Greek is as old as 
the time of Jerom, it will of courſe appear 
diſputable whether the Latin is ſo: the Latin 
upon this hypotheſis cannot be older than the 
Greek. I therefore our Promoter had wiſhed 
ort his poſition; he ought to have prov- 
ed from internal mos "CE - that: the verſionis 
5 — SO 1 190 DW zum 110 
161% repreſentation of Mr. Baker's yes; 
which may Jonny” be conſidered as one of his 
maſter- pieces. quem in errorem eum indux- 
iſſe videtur hujuſmodi cob argumentum. 
S 6 e e 2 Græca 


1 25 9 


bo Græca Bezæ codicis Evangeliſtarum augar 

7 graphis ad omnia reſpondent... 1 
Latina verſio Bezæ codicis Seo cjuſtem 

ti textui ad omnia reſponde. 


Si itaque hæc verſio Divo eee GOES - 


« _ceſliſſer; Hieronymi bebe non a 
6 fuiſſet.“ N Wy: 
46 The firſt ee e 3 1 ſuch 
groſs ignorance in any perſon who could utter 

it, that we cannot conceive it likely to have 
proceeded from Mr. Baker, or from any one 
elſe, who had the leaſt. pretenſions to litera- 
ture. Who knows not, to uſe the language 
of Bentley f, That the real text of the ſa- 

d ered writer does not now (ſince the originals 

T whave been ſo, long loſt), lie in any ſing/e MS. 

« ox. edition, but is diſperſed in them all.“ 

: Mr. Baker's RETIRE WE when, properly ated, 

ſtands; thus: 1 44. 1 i 

The Latin of Beza- 8 1 anſwers the 
Greek. ſo exactly, that there are very few va- 
rious readings. lg dnl e eee 


If then the Latin be eee 720 3 


doubtedly was almoſt as ancient as the preach- 


ing of the Goſpel at A Woh Greek probably 
mw keg od a wei. d: 4 ans at LT 
- Had there been a "gh copy fo als agree- 
ing, with the Greek original, before, Jerom's 
ee +: marks on Free- chink p.96. 3 oval. 
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time, it is not probable 0 he would here 
thought a new tranſlation neceſſary, 


Now we here find not a ſingle HUable e. con- 
cerning the autographs of tie Evaugeliſi.. We 
_ ſee that the Doctor in his ſeeond propoſition 
ſion of Beza's manuſcript agrees entirely with 
its" Greek text, inſtead of . ſo" exactly, that 
there are very few various. readings.” —And 
then our Promoter triumphantly eries out, 
 Cito vero comperiet eruditus lector falſam eſſe 
tum pee tum eee are mw 
tem. EA. D42 SY. (LY. AE 

So far Was Me. Baker 6 Waben e 
this manuſeript anſwers entirely to the auto- 
graphs of the Evangelifts, that he brought its 
age as low, and weakened its authority as 
aueh as poſſible, that: it might be able to do 
the leſs Wan and never ande to . we" 29 
N lags Kipling A b wi 1 not de us Jud 
repreſentation of ſuch a plain argument, where 
are his abilities #: WRC not, WR yl mo 


— 


Doctor's ear Which is, the if he had Pr- 5 
-perly ated the argument and attended to the 
ſubſequent language of Mr. Baker, he would 
have diſcovered that the argument is aothing 


” Wn 


6 7 


to the. purpoſe, for which he produces it. For 
Mr. Baker by this argument did not mean to 


br idge manuſcript did not exiſt before Jerom, 
but that it did not exiſt as the ancient Vulgar 2 
which will be ſufficiently evident from his own 
words: ( If it be ſaid the Greek in that manu- 
'* ſcript may be a more modern copy, but Kill 


6 before St. Ferome's time, and that the Latin 


70 is tranſlated from it: this may be true: but 


* then the Latin is #0, longer ART ane, 


5s but a later verſion “?“ 
Our Promoter then in hig firſt e e 


| tas made Mr, Baker ſay what he did net ſay: 
in his ſecond he has miſrepreſented what 


Mr. Baker did ſay —and the argument itſelf, 
when the context is conſidered, is found to be 
Nothing to the purpoſe, for which it was brought. 


pom de 


This i is . a rein, ieh N to . 
bene di ſeuſſed by an editor of Beza : yet 


the Doctor's enquiry into this ſubject is not 


. 4 much more ſatisfactory than what he had ad- 


that the Latin of the Cam- 
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vanced on the former queſtion He brings 
five inſtances to prove that the Latin of his 


manuſcript was derived from no other ſource 


than from the Greek of the ſame; and tells us 
TE he could add fix hundred more. This 


8 ſeriptis ad omnia omnino reſpondent. 


68 


may beer true; and Dr. Mill ſpeak! to the 


fame purpolſe*: Latiaa vero cum in plerif- 


que accurate ad textum Græcum accomoda- 


Tit Digeſtor Operis, retento eodem verbo- 
rum quaintimennque thanfpoffterumordihe, et 


quidem vitiis ipſis ſui Codicis But how are 


we to account for the differences between the 


Latin and the Greek? Let us hear our Promo- 
ter: Atqui diſcrepantiz ile originem, credo, 
debuerunt omnes, vel interpretis ipfrus incu- 
ri, vel deſeribentium oſcitantiæ, vel denique | 
nimio apud primævos Chriſtianos corrigendi 
ſtudio. Let us now hear Dr. Mill —tum certe 
ex variis hic illie a Greco abeuntibus liquet, 


Verſionem hane divert ab hoc noſtro rexrus fu- 


ile Which now of the two are we to credit? 
Dr. Mill takes at leaſt the moſt pains to galn 
converts to his hypotheſis; For. he produces 
| examples in ſupport of it; which our Promoter 5 
would have done well to notice: but the latter 


: wn et ame d that we ſhould: repoſe an 


implicit Fame in 3 eee nd ſo ends 


1 the enquiry. 62 8 3204 een 


Non cod pada e 


cis e regione. 


A Kiplingiſm, for reſpondeant. And to it 


Hiding entirely at hap- hazard the Doctor writes 
; _ _ nn place he ſtumbles mes Tow 
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right mood: Nox quod eriticorum horum nn 
n e ee ſtudeam. n , Rp 
Quanto carius vel auro dalle Boiltleins 


5 ene quidem Veteris Italicæ monu- 


NNE hec e e ex a: decla- 
rant. e 3 ; 0 

Ha! ha! ha! Do in indeed? it is Wer 
- improbable that they ſhould: and ex. abun- 
danti too: nothing will ſatisfy the Doctor but 
enough an to ſpare. We muſt however not 


neglect in our way his favorite beauty of ſtyle, 


exiſtimavit for exiſtimaverit.— The words of 
Bentley are theſe: Jam autem illud unice ex- 


peto, ut ſi quos Latinos veteris notæ Actuum, 
Epiſtolarum, et Apocalypſeos codices apud vos 


repereris, eos accuratiſſime tam ad verba quam 
ad verborum ordinem cum Papæ editione con- 


feras: hujuſmodi Latinos veterrimos vel Græ- 
eis ipſis prætulerim. Our Promoter's eyes may 


perhaps be better than mine; but T proteſt T 
cannot diſcover in theſe words a ſingle ſyllable 
concerning the Old Italic: and, as I hinted 


well know that Bentley denied this verſion to 


what Sabatier ſays upon the ſubject t EgO 


vero jam antea noram hu Tu commenti inven- 
Loren eſſe Bentleyum. Datis namque wn RE 
7 Prefat. ad Tom. III. n &c. p. 17. 
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C y 
cus litteris ad unum e noſtris, ſeripſerat pri- 
mum ſe, ex Millii et aliorum præconio, verſionem 
 #llam Italicam aliquando inveſtigaſſe, ſed id ſolum 
ex diuturna inveſtigatioue conſecutum eſſe, ut de 
iu venienda illa deſperaret. Deinde alias nobis 
ipſis inſcriptas dedit litteras, quibus non jam 
tantum de invenienda hac verſione penitus deſ- 
perare ſe ſignificat, verum etiam hane NUL- 
NOMINE, his verbis pronunciat: Ia diuturno 
Jam errore de cummentitia illa Italica verſati ſunt 
viri eruditi, que tantum abeſt ut veterum Patrum 
totiuſque Latinæ Eccleſia: publicum authent icum- 
que exemplar unquam facrit, ut nulla fuer it om- 
nino, ner re nec nomine. To the ſame purpoſe 
peaks Dr. Middleton “: „ But after all this 
noiſe about the old Vulgate, or, as many have 
called it, the Italic Verſion, the world, it 
14 ſeems, is yet entirely in the dark about it; 
1 for when our Maſter's edition comes out, it 
will ſhew that there never was any ſuch Ver- 
'** fer in being, as the learned, and Dr. Mill 
eſpecially, have fo long been blundering 
% about; and that the notion was falſely 
grounded upon an abuſed and miſtaken paſ- 
+ ſage of St. Auſtin; which our editor will ſet 
u in a true and new light.” And yet our Pro- 
: - morer: nn mn that. 5+ mT own words 
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-0; 0 buy daitly -ſhew, how much he eſteemed 


„every monument of the Old Italic verſſou, 


which verſion be, the ſaid Bentley, did aut be- 


oa to have had any exiſtence hate ver.. 
In the twelfth Page urrer i8 4 n 2 fo 
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Wirh e to the Maie 8 the Codex 
Bezz was written, as the bypotheſis, which 
is adopted by Dr. Kipling, has been maintained 
by: Georgi, and, if it be erroneous, as I am 
chiefly concerned with the errors, which are 


_ peculiar to our Promoter,—as the ground like- 


wiſe is too flippery to build any ſolid conjec- 


ture; I all not enter into a diſcuſſion of the 
ſubject. I muſt however remark that, unleſs 


it is neceſſary to ſuppole that every Greek and 
Latin ſcribe was perfectly ſkilled in the ortho- 
graphy ) and grammar of his native language, 
the Doctor has been too haſty in his conceſ- 


ſion that the manuſcript was not written by a 


en and too e in his . * it 


* Ch 


1 4 Haw far this vas Fa bing the caſe with 8 to many 
of the Greek feribes, we may learn from the following paſſage 
of Grieſbach, where he is ſpeaking of the Codex L: (Symbol. 

Crit, p. civ.) Neque tamen eſt, cur dubitemus græcum eum 


fuiſſe homiriem: Saltim een contra orthographiam ad- 


miſſorum frequentia contrarium neutiquam Probat. TFalla 


enim vel in ipſis græcorum leQionariis, a ſeribis græcis in græ- 


sorum _ — crebro | en 
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_ guilty of an omiſſion in not attempting to ex- 
plain why a Latin tranſlation was added to a 
Greek manuſcript written in Egypt. Allow- 
ing Georgi to have ſhewn that ſome perſons in 


that country might underſtand Latin, yet ſtill 


the addition of a Latin verſion as a mean of 


rendering the original more intelligible, ap- 


pears not natural and probable . Should the 


hypotheſis that the Codex Bezæ was written 


in Egypt ſeem to be countenanced by its or- 


thography or pſeudography and many of its 


readings, we may ſuppoſe with Semler that 
the original, from which its Greek text was 


copied, was written in Egypt; or with Mr. 
Marſh that the writer of it uſed a wanuſeript 
of the: eee edition . 
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; 10 Luciani verbis colligi poteſt, ag hend, 


quæ in efeu3z ejus occurrunt. 
May it ot * ſaid with equal j al 
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* Nec b in 8 3 Sn confubviſſe; videntur, 


am magis Codices ee ee quam nome 
NYE amn, C. 1 ee e hien 
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Prave 


: * * 


; * * Set Marſh p. 683. 798... 
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prave Thomas: Kipling: Grace locutus ſit; ex 
v5 jus colligi poteſt? What dialect is this? 


The Doctor, I ſuppoſe, declined” the word, 
Qnebabis/ Oe Lebe. He has moreover enriched it 
ene a ae, e accent on the firſt ſyllable; 
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. „ guat Toms Gediels in margine plurimæ 
56 valde longez reperiuntur le&iones, quas fruſ- 


tra 1 __—_ in pagan codice _ 
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that he has not given a complete repreſenta- 


eee eee fort he has omitteſl after 
de eee ene, addo etiam valde ab- 
* furde.” AND WE ARTICEE AND OB. 
ICT As ABOVE: For» if:a:coincidence in 


8 y very | long reudingsicdis conſidered A8 A 


proof that one manuſcript was collated with 
anbther, a coineidence in abſurd readings muſt 


i 


place uſes the ſame argument to ſhew'that all 


one ſource. - plerumque tamen tantus eſt con- 
yy" in ot etiam eee we, ut ſatis ap- 


FFF 


i 


3 rr | "Ne 1 iche $ 


— 
2 — 9 — 
- 7 * 8 hag 
l = ;. — \ . DS 7 fy N * k 
>< WS. > as any 8s EY FF —— - (he Po > i 8 4 4 ur —— n 8 8 
dee 4” — 31 4 — — —ͤ— L — e * 3 . ITS 2 i LE 2 Des Fe NG ITY 002" S. OV RR * 
ee 0 n ö by I r þ 2 28 «rh . 4 "Sh 5 Ek 
h 8 Way" N r n „* - iS 7 2 * Se 8 
i” FRY - 4 2 S + 


: 
1 


[ 

k 2 

* N 
13 
1 


3 
ET 


n 


Fi 
F* 
i 
f 


4 8 5 bh 
bl © "of 


* - 
0 ; 
x 
4 
* 
F 
$ 
. 
=. 
L 
+ 
LY 
. : 
I 
1 
- f 
, 
Is 
1 | 
* 
18 
'* 
4 
* 
b 
4 
1 
5 8 
— * [- 
[ 
=: 
* 
$$ | 
© 
„ . 
N 
5 
1 


— 


10 
= 
+4 


— 


8 
_— 
— = 
—. — 
p — 


16 


pareat omnia ex uno fonte manaſſe, ex eadem- 
que editione deſcriptos omnes prodiiſſe r. 
eertiſſimum eſt Charkel verſionem Phi- 
lb enianam en noſtri codicis nee erg 
tuliſſe— 3 IT3 T0 | $f9996 en! N oy BA air 
This argument is by no means fo very deci- 
five as the Doctor imagines : for it is poſſible, 
as Mr. Marſh obſerves , that Thomas might 
ebe here guilty of an overſight; as Wetſtein 
. ſays of Stephens, Where the Codex Bez dif- 
« fers; from the Codex Stephani c.“ The poſ. 
ability of the overſight will appear evident 
from the following dharge of Wetſtein againſt 
eta. Cur ipſe minimam partem variationum, 
quas in ſuis codicibus Cantahrigienſi et Claro- 
montano viderat, promulgavit; longe plura ve- 
ro et præcipua noh ſuppreſſtt tantum, verum 
etiam bn ino urg auit interdum ad notitiam ſuam 
ver ven iſſeſ NAPnofeſſor Adler indeed ſpeaks of 
the concluſian a certain. that Thomas haf 
nat ſeen the Cambridge manuſcript: but it is | 
manifeſt that his words muſt be underſtood 
with ſpme grains of allowance; as in another 
place of his treatiſd he confiders it as poſſible 
that Phomas might have ſeon this manuſcript, 
Niſi forte in ſingulari legendum ſit: in (uno) 
ewenplo græca, et idem coden ohne 


Fo nn innuatur . i ene 
F Prolegom. p. 222. Ed. Sir. 8 1 5 703: 
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„Let us now ſee ee 1 Düben ann * 
Werſteli's ſecond conjecture. Cum vero talis eſt 


in noſtro otium codiee Evangeliorum ordo, cons 


to migraſſe in Galliam.—Wetſtein, Tam confi- 
dent, could never have advanced ſuch a ſenſe- 
leſs argument. For what foundation is there 
for conjecturing that Druthmar ſaw the Cam- 
bridge manuſcript, becauſe it preſerves the 


fame order of the Goſpels as a copy Which he 


— > 


inſpected; whieh order, for ought that appears 


from the Doctor's repreſentation of the con- 


jecture, may be common to other manuſcripts? 
But when we look into Wetſtein himſelf, we 
diſoover our Promoter at his old trade of omiſe 
fon and inſertion] for Wetſtein's words are, 
vidit tamen, niſi admodum fallor, hunc ipſum 
codicem Cantabrigienſem, qui UVS er $0- 
LUS omnium codicum Græce ſcriptorum hunc or- 
: eee eee . tet ee AND 


Wes hall i eee perceive that one 25 
ion — by the Doctor againit 
the argument with this omiſſion is nugatory and 


foreign to the purpoſe —alii. denique, 5 — N 


r ordo, ſupra memoratus, 
: F 3 exemplaris 


| annos aſſervatus eſt in * bei 


{ 36 0 


* 


exemplaris non proprius eſt, ſed plurium, qua 
græce, qua latine ſcriptorum, communis “. 
For the argument, as ſtated by the Doctor, does 


not deny it. But he proceeds: Atqui,exhiſce 
argumentis illud nequaquam effici, alium eſſe 


Beaæ codicem atque librum a Druthmaro in- 


ſpectum, nemo non videt Though the above 


_ objection does:not. neceſſarily prove that-Beza's 
manuſcript.is not one and the ſame with Druth- 


mar's, yet it entirely deſtroys the foundation of 
Wetſtein's ce njecture, when properly repre - 
ſented. It is now therefore no longer Wet- 


ttein's, conjecture, but gur Promoter muſt take | 


it upon himſelf. Let us examine how it thrives 


under his r 07 CO RY A WY c Roald lt ot 43 | 

Primo utique — eſt, quod, avulſis 
alien a codire, Cantabrigienſi Latinis eis, que 
ſeripſerat prima manus a Matth. 2. 20. ad. 3. 8. 
ejuſdem Evangelii, lacunam hanc ſupplevit 


ſeriba ſeu decimi, ſeu forte noni ſæculi. 


Secundo, reperiet lector hoc ſupplen 
cum textu latini codicis omm ino conveni 


ante decimum deſcriptus — 99 | 
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ſesgeſſiſſe Druthmarum medio. cireiter noni be. 
culi im rn Corbeienſe monaſteri 


x Wot s TE. 25.6 has Y 
K. 


dur hee Waetlleni conjectura, Exemplar Can- 


tabs gienſe Druthiaariin Maris COIs bred: 
eis on Ls for e187 ant ) ar" 5 


> Noh this esd agrees wp eaktly wich 


the Corbeian verſion, that in the courſe of 


theſe ten verſes there are three variations. For 
in 2. 23. for prophetas in verſ. Cant. we have 
Prophetam in verſ. Corb.—g. 1. autem is inſert- 


ed in verſ. Cant. which is wanting in verſ. 


Corb, and this inſertion is particularly remark- 
able, becauſe the 3: is wanting in Cod, Cant. 


The Corbeian verſion therefort would have 
given a literal rendering of the Cambridge 


Greek, text, which. the preſent verſion does 
not 35. for exiebat in verſ. Cant. we! have 
exihat in verſ. Corb.— But this ſupplement 


113. 5. for αabat we have exibat.— 3. 6 for 


ub eo in Fordane. Why then 


n indeed more probable, 
ment was taken from the! Viuls 


| 6 it to have been. Que 
mnia loca tex Vulgata verſione, reſtituta ſum = 


Have ah hot now aa right in my turn) teraſk, 
 Quitteſbigitur,/ quare probabilis habeatun he 
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ſtaigitun, quare probabilis non W 5 


? *#Iregnit- ib . 75 ine 1 Kiplingi. | 
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- Claromontanus Tric 


: Kiplingii conjectura, Exemplar:Cantabrip 


Druthmari in manus quondam incidiſſe di 
Adde, quod vel decimo, ſæculove undecimo 
I muſt refer our Promoter to Walker's Par- 
ticles, p. 289. 286. from which he may learn 
that ve in the Latin language does not anſwer 
to ve /. 15529 5 STR 
+ 51909 of Sel ne 97 esd od ; 
ED * CFF - 851 S967 
elt So of nt int et en e 
l Door. ge IWealde livable 3 
ture with no more reſpect than he did the /e- 
eond, and a; ſimilar objection may be made to 
the repreſentation which he has given of it. 
Quum autem in Cantabrigienſi codice ita pror- 
ſus nune legimus, tertiam hanc inde fecit Wet. 
ſtenius eonjecturam, Codicem MStum noſtrun 
eum ipfum eſſe, quem veluti teſtem Epifeopus 
nti protulerat. Wet⸗ 
ſtein's own words are, Hæc 1 
#u+ in S0LO Cantabrigienſi reperta eſ 
WEH ARTICLE AND OBJEOT 48 60. 
o Wetſtein's eonjecture thus prope 
ted / how impertinent and nonſenſie⸗ 
promoterꝰs objetion'! 8 comeedarir ve. 
. ceſſe eſt / Vetſtenii a argumentum a eon eam 
onem ſdam ſtabiliendam parum r 
Prius pi obari poſlit, aut exemplar itfud-Clarb: 
7 montamam e quam diximus, fingula- 
rem 


* Z 


(e 


rem unice eune exhibuiſſe, aut ex Fvangeli 


orum — quotquot ad 
pe periiſe} vel hodie deliteſcere nobis om- 


nino ignotum. Now I affirm: that if either of 
theſe two points could be proved, ſo far would 
it be from rendering Wetſtein's argument con- 


cluſive, that it would at once effectually de- 
ſtroy it. Wetſtein's argument ſtands thus: 
In a manuſeript brought by the Biſhop of 
Clermont to the council of Trent was con- 
tained a certain reading: — this reading has 
hitherto been found in the Cambridge manu- 
ſcript alone: therefore I conjecture that the 
Cambridge n eee nen tothegoun- 
ciof Frentt e 14 en 0 
phoſed by has Doctor mee 
thus: in an it nie at agdira 


In a act brought ny the. Biſhop of 


| C to the council of Trent was com : 
tained a certain reading: t 
alone at that time exhibitec 
; een — mai which 

| Sen a0 8 FP 
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In a manuſcript Hon by. this | Biſhop of 


— to the council of Trent was contain - 
„%% = | which 
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um, ne unum quidem vel 


wot y . 
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is Clermont edpy 
this reading 
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e arta Wetſtenii 


Which were at that council, are in exiſtence 


and known to us: therefore the Cambridge 
manuſeript, which alone contains this reading, 


was neceſſanily at the council of Trent. 


Me ſee then that Wetſtein's argument ſup- 


en as poſſible a diſoovery which might ſub- 
vert it that the Doctor's argument exchutles 


ſuch Poſſibility. If then Wetſtein's argument 
was at | Wetltein's: argument, our Promoter 
nnn eee would be 
concluſive. E rr 
200, e,, / SHES 3 rides 
| n 135 0 [118+ 3 VI. eint as PL POR 
3117 M Bo 497 rant N ICMAT | 

ice noſtro conjectura 
eſt, Unum eſſe 9 ac librum illum 
855 Mstum, q quem Robertus Ster 


6 cribit in ah io ſua ad Nov. Tefl. Ab. 
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Ae muſt immediately ſtrike the *** 
markable, that though our Promoter has at- 
tempted to ſtate, however imperfectly; the 
grounds of the three fornier conjectures, yet 


this fourth unfortunate conjecture he has left 


to ſhift for itſelf by an entire omiſſion of the ba 
is -ou'which ' it reſts? : AND: WE AR'FICLE 
AND 'OBJ ECT: AS ABOVE. Indeed as the 
Doctor, had he brought forward and endea- 
1151 7 | | voured 


ed 


T7 Tr 8 


| (mn -] 
voured to confute this baſis, muſt have taken 


a very long journey from home, and as travel- . 


ling is now become exceedingly chargeable, I 


muſt confeſs I cannot but admire his prudence. 


But if he is not able or willing to.enter int a 


diſcuſſion of thoſe ſubjects, which fall immedi- 


ately within his province as an editor of Beza, 
the queſtion is ſtill unanſwered, why: did he 
write a preface at all? Surely an hypotheſis, 


which is ſupported by the reſpectable names 


of Wetſtein, Bengelius, Michaelis, Grieſbach, 
and Porſon, deſerved a better confutation than 
a pompous repetition of the trite teſtimony of 
Beza. Yet even in walking over this beaten 
path our Promoter - ſtumbles ſo frequently, 
that I begin to think him equally: qualified to 


manage either internal or external evidence. 


— But before we examine his obſervations it 


may not be improper to premiſe, that the only 


probable concluſion, which can be deduced 


from Bezaꝰ's teſtimony, is, that the manuſcript 


was diſcovered in a monaſtery at Lyons in 


1562. But he never informs us that he diſ- 


it there himſelf: for he uſes in the 


9 unn paſſages, where he mentions the place 
in which it was found, the ambiguous words 

repertum, eruto, and natus. And indeed it 
very unlikely that he ſhould: have been 


-paſ of hon ent 1.562. and yet not 
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have availed himſelf Of it in an en of the N 
New Teſtament till 1582. For his ſecond 


edition was publiſhed in 1576. which would 
have allowed the ample ſpace of fourteen 
years for the collation of his manuſcript. | The 
following aſſertion therefore of the Doctor 


appears deſtitute” of probability: ibidemque 


per manſit octodecim plus annis, adminiſter per 
id tempus conſiliariuſque Bezæ, tertiam ſuam 
concinnanti Novi Feederis editionem.— Beza 


then might have received the manuſeript at a 
diſtance from Lyons from ſome perſon, who 


brought it to him for ſale; and if fo, his in- 
formation even as to the place where it was 
diſcovered, might not be authentic.—Bur let 


us ſuppoſe that he found it at Lyons himſelf 


in 1564 yet his evidence can reach no farther 
than that fact: for it is by no means certain 
that the monks of St. Irenæus could give bim 
any clear hiſtory of this manuſcript ;—where 
it came from, how long it had lain there. 
Nay it is evident from Beza's own. language 
that as to the former point he ſpeaks from 
donjecture; for he ſuys, ex Grecia, ut appa- 


ret ex barbaris Grads quibuſdam ad marginem 


adſeriptis, olim | exportatum,—and again, — 
niſi ex Græcia fuiſſe ante aliquot ſecula impor- 
tatum ex ali inditi;e tonſturet —With reſpe&t 
e ans f'the manuſcript had been 
WS brought. 


T4» | 
brought into the monaſtery at Lyons after it 
had been collated by Henry Stephens in Italy, 
it might ſtill be ſo entirely covered with duſt 
in 1562. as to carry: the appearance of having 
lain there time immemorial.—Let us now ſee 
how our Promoter has handled the ſubject. 


8 26 aliis 
* + Though Fi 3 of Dr. Kipling os not authorize 
us to conclude that he embraces Semler's opinion in any 


greater extent than as it directly oppoſes the conjecture of 


Wetſtein, yet ſhould he be inclined to take refuge in the hy- 
potheſis, which Semler has advanced in its ſtead, (though, as I 


bon gt rved, he would be then guilty of an omiſſion,) it may 
amiſs to beſtow a few words upon the fubject.— The 


Hyporkiſis of Semler may be very eaſily confuted. He ſup- 


poſes that the Codex © was a Greek tranſcript from the Codex 


Bezæ, made and brought into Italy a ſhort time before it was 


collated by Henry Stephens. Michaelis (V. II. p. 238. ) is 
pꝓerfectiy accurate in this repreſentation of the hypotheſis, as 
will be evident from Semler's own. words. aberit caſus 


omnis, ſi ſtatuamus, quod non eſt a veroſimilitudine alienum, | 


apographum iſtius codicis Cantabrigienſis græcum jam ante 
aliquod tempus a quodam in Italiam olim advectum fuiſſe. Ut 
ad Complutenſia biblia jam non revertar, vel Eraſmi grzce 
editiones et alia hic ibi excuſz hominem non omnino erudi- 


_ tiſlimum facile poterant impellere, ut hic ibi requireret gracos 


codices in monaſteriorum bibliothecis latentes. The meaning 
of olim is here reſtrained by ante ali guad tempus; and the 
next ſentence ſhews that ante aligued tempus WAS intended to 


| reach no higher than the beginning of the Gxteenth. century ; 
| that is, not half A century before the tranſcript was odllated ; 


whereas Stephens calls his Codex e vetu; m exemplar. 
Beſides, Semler does not ſeem to have perceived, that it is not 


eaſy to reconcile this hypotheſis with his own repreſentatign 
nt Beza's teſtimony : for if the Codex Bezæ was not difcovered 
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(44) 
aliis adductus rationibus, tum maxime propte- 
rea quod hzc Wetſtenii conjectura Bezæ ipſius 
teſtimonio, manu ſcilicet ſua ſcripto in princi- 


pio noſtri codicis MSti, omnino repugnat. 


That this conjecture of Wetſtein entirely 
contradicts the teſtimony of Beza I muſt beg 
leave to deny; and in this denial I am ſup- 


| ported by the ane of e een it only 


> 44+ 2», *gontradias. 


till 0 how could a __ of it have been taken only half a 
century before ?—It will not, I hope, be deemed preſumption, 


if I deliver! it as my opinion, that the remarks of Semler on this 


head were written in haſte and without due attention: to 


what other cauſe can we attribute the following queſtion? Qui 


potuit fieri, ut Beza codicem eum diceret Lugdunenſem, quem 
debebat Claromontanum appellare ? He twice calls it Claro- 


montanus. This principal difficulty Semler does not attempt 


to remove: for he ſays, Ceterum, {i hoc verum ſit, vix putem 


de bona fide Bezz et Stephani ſatis conſtare, ſed ſubeſſe hie 


aliquid monſtri. Which is leaving us juſt as wiſe as n 
"ol and is in fact deſerting his own cauſe. 3 


1 þ 


+ 1 ipſum eſſe codicem autor Proleg. exiſtimat; quem 


Claromontanenſis epiſcopus, (ut ex Victorio Mariano docet 


Lucas Brugenſis in not. ad Joh. 21. 22.) A. 1546. Tridentum 
attulit: eodem anno et deinceps Rob. Stephanus editiones de- 
dit ſuas ; quarum tertia A. 1530 codicem Steph. & celebrat, per 
: amicos in Italia collatum.” Quam facile fub eam collationem, 


fat longo temporum intervallo, Lugdunum vel mitti potuit 


vel remitti codex, et in monaſterio S. Irenai in pulvere, ut 
Bea ait, jacere uſque ad A. 1562? NON SUNT HECO 
EJUSMODI, QUA NON COHAREANT; præſertim cum 
ipſe Beza in ultima ſua editione, A. 1598, Claromontanum 
Ane a codicem, qui hodie Cant. dicitur. N Crit. 
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„ barbaris græœe 


K 


contradicts that part of it which aſſerts; that 


the manuſcript had lain in the monaſtery a Jong 
rime in the duſt: but this aſſertion; for ought 
we can prove to the ene e a gras 
only from conjecture. e 

Eſt, inquit Beza, hoc nn vene- 
„% randæ vetuſtatis ex Græcia, ut apparet ex 


eis quibuſdam ad marginem ad- 
„ ſcriptis, olim exportatum, et in Sti Irenæi 
1 monaſterio Lugduni, ita ut hie cernitur, mu- 
* e b nn ibi in ee diu ”_ 


” ox am too well nequainted with the inaccuracy of 3 to be 


very anxious to reconcile the contradiction in his teſtimony; 
nor am I at all obliged to attempt it: for if I only ſhew, as I 


| foon ſhall, that the ſolution of . this contradiction, which is 


propoſed by Michaelis and our Promoter, is by no means 
ſatisfactory and is ſubverted by hiſtorical evidence, this little 


excurſion of the Doctor from home will be rendered abortive. 
 ——Bezz vero teſtimonium (ſays Wetſtein,) hac in cauſa non 


eſſe omni exceptione majus, cum ſibi ipſe contradixerit. Un- 


de ſequitur, niſi quis Bezam prius cum Beza conciliaverit, 


nihilo plus valiturum ejus teſtimonium contra me quam pro 
me. -I cannot however forbear noticing that in the above 
arrangement of Bengelius there is nothing forced and im- 


probable. The manuſcript might have been brought by he 


Biſhop of Clermont to the council of Trent, and from that 
circumſtance be properly denominated Codex Claromontanuss 
,—afterwards, (See Marſh; p. 699. 700.) it might have been 


collated in Italy by Henry Stephens: —and thence (as Mi- 


chaelis ſays, V. II. p. 239.) „brought by ſome accident to 
* I and. mend there in 1362, by: ſome one, who 


9 


5 '« account of it.“ "Vets would have gh: only miſtaken, 
TY E as to the length of time it had lain at 2 8 
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iſſet, repertum, oriente ibi civili bello, anno 
« Domini 1562.” Ex quibus colligi licet, a 
concilio ſupra dicto Tridenti habito, vix SEX- 
DECIM interceſſiſſe annos, cum Theodorus 
Beza codicem ſuum, pulvere obrutum, wan, 
deere Produmerit.c cf moat 4 

I muſt again deny that this man: can 
1e. deduced from Beza's teſtimony: not a fyl- 
lable can I ſee in it concerning Theodore Be- 
za. But becauſe it informs us that the manu- 


ſeript war diſcovered in 1562. the Doctor by 


the aſſiſtance of his new Logic immediately 
finds out that it mu] have been then brought 
to light by Beza himſelf: —becauſe Somebody dif- 
covered it, Theodore Bez a diſcovered it.—I will . 
however beg leave to acquaint our Promoter, 
as Bentley did Boyle, that . if his new ſyſtem 
of Logic teaches him fuch — 1 E ; 
be content with the old ones.“ 1 8 

-. Quonam vero jure dicere e hs ee. 
mb tam Paucos ante annos ad concilium adfue- 


rat Tridentimum, et in Italia quoque; perlectum 


fuerat, DIU Hom Lugduni 10 ene en 
n eee ds et e 


He might either due! een eee or 


Fee e = maſt requeſt; the reader. to 


attend to our Promoter s FALSE CONCORD, 


eee fuerat, upon Which 1 thall make | 


. bal, As. he did Mr 3 
. rend's 


« media nnos 
eme TY et cum aliis anions 


1-F 

Frend's ſpiritaal incantation, to the judgment 
of the court. 

| Fac igitur codicem noſtrum, ut vat: Wetſte- 
ones ſerdecim nondum Lugduni commoratum 
fuiſſe annos, itane ſcripſiſſet Beza, Exemplar 
% hoc ex Græcia fuit ante ere e im- 
6 dec (1 rey 2 

Ut vult Werſtenius! 3 ha! "ah The Dim 
tor is exceedingly facetious. _—_— re 
in cubiculo tuo eſſem, ut demulcer 


put, ita vir comis et e es. (Bentl. "Ik 


dat. in Menandr. p. 126.) Why, Sir, Wetſtein 
did not ſuppoſe that the manuſcript had been 
at Lyons at all: as your own quotation from 
him in the very next paragraph might have 
taught you. Aut vero omnia me fallunt, aut 
Beza permutavit ac confudit nomii 
codicum, vocando Lugdunenſem, qui Claro- 
montanus erat, et viciſſim. But let us put 
out of the queſtion, ut vult Wetſtenius; and T 


then anſwer, as above, that Beza might have 


been miſinformed or I 1 IaKcn 


as to the length 


_ of time the manuſcript had lain at Lyons. 


But the Doctor goes on to aſk, Num fie 


be dixiſſet, Ex quibuſdam conſtat indiciis 


hunc ex Græcia n eee 


We have ſeen 1 
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named, for a proof that Ta 


1626) 


| = 
that Beza ſpeaks from his own conjecture as to 
the place whence his manuſcript came; and 
accordingly: Wetſtein properly expreſſes. him- 
ſelf in the following paſſages: Scriptum fuiſſe 
neque in Græcia neque a Græco (ut Beza pu- 
tarat) ſed in Oecidente &c. Denique in mar- 
-gine occurrit manus, ut Beza putavit, Calo- 
geri Græci, ut nos vero exiſtimamus Monachi 
Latini. Not to mention that its original im- 
ene rok Greece would have been by no 
aſiſtent with any ſubſequent migra- 


tions — France ces . n e to 


France. nu l Ay 
att eee Anne omnino eredibile — mil. 


at Ps fakes er cætera eit | 
As, according to Dr. Bentley's ſuppoſition, 
Mr. Boyle would have. nothing leſs n the 
Mayor, and Aldermen, and Recorder, 


eee our n noter ſeems to think it im- 
3eza to have procured his manu- 
Spe n the enen unleſs the Prior 
and Monks attended in due form, and preſent- 
as the Promoter himſelf did his own fac- ſimile 
to the "eſt of Sovereign. But even if Beza 

| it Lyons mrs: N 


are co 


6 


poſſibl have been guitty or. a merary 
theft? | ab. 
ene l tunc 2dfait Adels- 
chus, qui ei narraret, (ſi ita quidem res fuerit) 
codicem/ MStum noſtrum adeo non Lugdunt 
manſiſſe ab Irenzi pene temporibus ad iHum 


uſque diem, ut nuperrime miĩgraſſet ab Italia? 


I I ſhall reply to this queſtion in the words ef 
Mr. Marſh *: - when we conſider thatmonks 
„in gerteral are leſs attached to learning, 
In 
Gi 3 never deals: n by no means im- 

poſſible that they were ignorant, not only of 
« r time when it was brought, but even that 
uch a manuſeript [exiſted among them. 1 
have made this reply upon the fappoſition tat 


1 Beza, or ſome one elſe, received-the . manu- 
ſcript: from the monks. ae apes eee 


Seen 2M wy ao. Si on ana 


e yy es 


eatibus, nec Fab pſum potuiſſe falli ee. 
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1 
Wetgenius 3 videlicet ds! 
incuriz five doli inſimulat. nad 

That Wetſtein concerned himſelf with, or 
was embarraſſed by ſuch difficulties as theſe, 
one only excepted, is a poſition highly impro- 
hable i and deſtitute of foundation. The ſimple 
_ difficulty: with Wetſtein was, If it be 2anue 
that the MS. had lain pa ben, eee 
1863. Wwhence could Stephens have deri E 

A a UEaS a> MS: in 15502 But to 

Wave this poi is inaccurate in 


point, the Dactor 
conſidering: this difficulty as a ground, upon | 
which Wetſtein charged Beza wich confuflon i 
in the names of his MSS. whereas it is only 
introduced as a motiue: for nettbracing the 
grounds, Whichtare ſtated by Wetſtein. The 
Heft ground, Mhich the Doctor has entirely 
amittæd, is that by this means would be ex. 
eee er MWetſtein buſt above 


hat Beza himſelf Fay rH annota- 
eee eee | 
but twice imchis laſt edi non | 
moentanums:! ff to mn ont! 2 11 n 40 

| Where Wetſtein, as our Promoter — | 
* imagines himſelf to be infallible, I cannot poſ- 
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| ſibly find ＋ trait, which is more juſtly appli- 
cable to the Doctor himſelf. From internal 
evidence Wetſtein had diſcovered “ with great 
probability that the Codex e and the Codex 
Bezæ are one and the ſame MS. This internal 
evidence he ſtates to the reader. But ſo far 


is he from eſteeming himſelf infallible with re 


ſpect! 10 this diſcovery, chat he ſpeaks af it 
only as a very probable conjecture. Nec ego 


oy 


dixi (ſays: he,) id neceſſurio ſequi, ſed conjec. 
tura admodum veraſimili; ad quam firmandam 


attuli, niſi fallor, quidquid afferri Poterats 
| adam ut eee foret majorem a me exigere 


tiam, quam rei ipſius fert natura. Vet 
zoter carefully keeping out of ſight 


der! | 


+ 


ws internal evidence and conſequently the 


upon which Wetſtein had formed his 


| co der u eee _ _ to view! as an obſti⸗ 


the Doctor in ee From 
Vetſtein dr e on his old trade of omiſſion i= 
C eee en eee bor 
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| faithfully copied the Aeneas a T Michaelis. 
In a work of magnitude and various matter 
fach inaccuracies may be eafily pardoned: but 
what apology can be offered for them in a pre- 
—_— 


1 langu 


| Torceand vigour of 


face of only mp eee ee 1 am 
to ſurmiſe. 17 ot 1 res, 

:* Quoniam hv wal Apo Moths i - 
quem ſententiæ ſuæ participem habet Werſte- 
nius, hac utraque ſeripfit et ætate pr ior: 


| et non manu e ng nne u 
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Etats quippe mente, e 
teritorum, dum ingenio valebat, unpreſſam 
eee 1 — Mee, 


ns, que olim — — art nyn 
„ ftarim dbliwiſcebatur. In hoc 


ore fere BIENNIUM 


N 


perleveravit e 108] affage it is . wh } 
; E anner bi ne 


in. Lib. 124. V. IW. 5 1 vv Ed, 
informs wan. dE, '#ll the aſt moment, the Full 


Memoirs, V. I . 85. | 850... 
8 : H 


- 
ag aa Is... > 3 
vo AO 4 ES 4G; — OE INE NEIOIry Fay TA 


, 


oe LE ͤ ͤKV nd a ag 


; 3 1 |; 
Ne y - LIATON 


(58) 


that the failure of memory, 1 our Pro- Th 
—_ makes mention, did not commence till 
Beza's death; and conſes 

| wasn ae. five ears at leaſt after he had 


7e notes. But even if we. had 


e eee of this hiſtorical evidence, the 


preface of Beza, dated the rſt of Auguſt, 1598, 


prefixed-to his laſt edition of the New Teita- 


> mae convinced us that he was at 


eee his two MSS. In this preface, 
peaking of himſelf, he ſays :—adhue ſatis rec- 
me. et corpore, octuageſimum annum 

znreſſus, valeo:—a declaration, which we 
en reaſon to call in queſtion-—I hope 


therefore t hat We ſhall hear no more of Beza's 
at rom mae in __— le 


nb . wn mirum, hy in 
hac ultima annotationum editione. librum ſu» 
el atque iterum, non Lagdu- 


rit ? 7 b 17855 e 
A ee ee eee üer dei ee, e 8 
A ebe s not publiſhed till 1598. 
he had fent away his MS. nearly ſeventeen 
years before that period. But, I muſt confeſs, 
* n how ahe: time . 
Fowl | 1 _ 


ently capable of recollecting 


a, forte e | 
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traces of his threefold teſtimony, yet his evi 


5 dence given in the page preceding the preface 
to his edition of. 1582. would be a 


dunenſem an hundred times; but fine 

only ſpeaks of it as found at — 

diculous. I muſt likewiſe obſer ae 
f appellation of Claromontanus is 


180 


away the MS. can give any ſtrength to the 


argument. For While Beza Was preparing 


this edition, in which he profeſſes to e 


employed peculiar diligence and exactneſs, 
MS. muſt have been very frequently —— 


a to his thoughts; and could we ſuppoſe him to 
have been doubtful of its proper appellation 


and to have retained but confuſed and ſlender 


ways at 


hand to refreſn his memory. The 


ſemel atque iterum forte appellaverit anche | 


have ſome force, had Beza ſtyled his MS. 2 


the other deſcription, it might, if «th 


any neceſſity, be fairly conſidered as a. A tacit 


correction of a former error F. aο ii 5nd 


But if our Promoter has hitherte beef leſs 


” 


fuccofoful than he might have wiſhed,” 
following ſentence. he is determined t to come 


| really been che ade, erase 0 


in the 


upon us itte a ee ire vera exem- 
Vet, lf this had 

unt ebuld 
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| have: been poſſibly given of Babe 82 eb 
| But where, I pray, does Wetſtein ſuppoſe, or 


Bea inform us, that Beza himſelf” found the 
Ms. at Clermont? He ee calls 1 it codex 


Claromontanus. 1 ey 


In the next ire, he Doctor — 


Neque illud quidem leve eſt, Bezam prorſu „ 


idem, non ſemel tantum 


nodo, ſed ter reddi 


diſſe teſtimonium,— That the teſtimony is en- 
tirely the lame I muſt venture to deny: for ii 
his letter to the Univerſity ſenate he only 
mentions the place from which he procured 
the MS; but does not fay a ſyllable concern- 
ing the length of time it had lain there. Fir 
threefold teſtimony therefore can only be 
brought to eſtabliſh the former point; and this 


paragraph of the Promoter, if he knows any 


thing of the lacidus ordo, ought to be c 
| fined to this point. Vet here the Doctor plays 
off upon us a little of his waggery; and de- 
duces the following illegitimate concluſion 
from the threefold teſtimony: Veriſimillimum 


eſt itaque exemplar hoc ſuum, haud Claro- 


monte; ſed Eugduni, fuiſſe repertum,“ Poſt- 
| quam ibi diu jacuiſſet in pulvere,” —Softly, 8 


we cannot admit the inſertion of poſtquam 


ibi diu jacuiſſet in pulvere; though we plainly 
perceive that it is eſſentially neceſſary to ſup- 


of NO 0 ne atque adeo neo ad 


concillum. 
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